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REMARKS 

Claims 1-76 are pending. Claims 39-57 are withdrawn ftom consideration. < 
and 58-76 stand rejected by the Office Action. 

The arguments provided in the Office Action appear not to address the ami 
independent claims 1, 10, 58, 67, and 68 that were introduced in the Applicant's p* 
response to the previous Office Action mailed March 1, 2005. 

Claim Rejections - 3S IT.S.C. 61 fa 

Claims 1-19 are rejected by the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,310,349 (Daniels) in view of U.S. ?ate»fl No. 
6,261,103 (Stephens). I 

Regarding claim 1, the combination of Daniels and Stephens fails to even suggest the 
feature of "selecting a second destination within the server to interact with the o le or jnore 
users/' (Emphasis added.) The Office Action admits that Daniels does not explicit y disclose: 
selecting a second destination to interact with the one or more users and modifying the 
interaction parameters for the one or more users in accordance with second destin.ition.HThe 
Office Action also alleges that (Page 3, first paragraph.): 

Stephens discloses an interactive multimedia system for enabling students, 
teachers And administrators to interactive [interact] including a seond 
destination and (i.e., Student home to interact with the one or more users (see 5gs 
10 and H and col. 17, lines 31-67). 

Stephens does disclose (Column 17, lines 31-67. Emphasis added.): 

FIG. 10 depicts a flowchart 1000 of an illustrative embodiment of an intcrac ive 
program according to the invention. Beginning at 1002, program 1000 moni ore 
the data being received from data acquisition module 108. At 1004, program 1 )00 
compares the received experimental data with sample data stored in comwu 3rk 
library 136. As illustrated at 1006, if program 1000 detects anomalous deviati >ns 
between the sample data and the actual data, it prompts 1008 the participant. ' Tie 
prompt can for example, take the form of a message dialog displayed in the ain 
Chart" window 400, In response to the prompt, the participant can signal the 
data acquisition unit 108 and/or a local participant at local workstation 04 
by way of remote workstation 106 and Internet 128, to verify the correctr ess 
of experimental setup 102. 
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Subsequent to recording either real-time or played back data, the student perfi -rms ! 
selected measurements in accord with the course materials associated witf the 1 
particular laboratory experiment. According to the illustrated embodiment the I 
student performs the measurements from the "Analysis" window 500 of FI( r. 5. ! 
The interactive programs of application programs 134 monitor the measiirerr ents 
being performed. 

FIG. 1 1 depicts a flowchart 1 100 of an illustrative embodiment of an interai b've 
program according to the invention. Beginning at 1102, program 1100 inon tors 
various aspects of the students measurements, such as cursor placement. At 1 (04, 
the program 1100 compares the student's measurement with exaimle 
measurements stored in the course work library 136. As shown at 1 106 and 1 108, 
if program 1 100 detects anomalies in the performed measurements, it prompt! the 
student. The prompt can for example, take the form of a message dialog displ; yed 
in the "Analysis" window 500. In response, the student can redo the measiiren ent. 
In mis way, the interactive features of FIGS. 10 and 1 1 essentially provide an on- 
line tutor for remotely located students. 

As disclosed in the above teaching, Stephens merely discloses a participant intenictir g with! data 
acquisition unit 108 and a local participant at local workstation 104 (which functions is a sesond 
destination). Referencing figure 1 in Stephens, local workstation 104 coramun cates with 
computer system 100 (which functions as a server) through communications channel 20. V fliile 
data acquisition unit 108 is within computer system 100, local workstation 104 is extemW to 
computer system 100 and is not within computer system 100. Thus, Stephens fails to teac h or 
even suggest the feature of "selecting a second destination within the server to inters ct wi 
one or more users." 



1 



the 



Claim 10 similarly includes 'logic that selects a second destination within tl e servkr to 
interact with the one or more users." Also, claim 11 includes -a code segment th..t selects a 
second destination within the server to interact with the one or more users." Moreove , clairnB 2- 
9 ultimately depends from claim 1 and claims 12-19 ultimately depends from claim : 11. Jhus, 
claims 2-9 and 12-19 are patentable for at least the above reasons. Applies t requests 
reconsideration of claims 1-19. 

Claims 20-76 are rejected by the Office Action under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) a ; allegedly 
being unpatentable over Daniels in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,029,195 (Hen). 



16 

PAGE 18/21' RCVD AT 1 1/10/2005 5:47:22 PM [Eastern Standard Time] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/29 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:13124635001 ■ DURATION (mm-ss):08-38 



11/10/2005 16:52 FAX 13124635001 



BANNER & WITCOFF 



@019/021 



Request for Reconsideration Dated 11/10/05 
Response to Office Action Dated 08/1 1/05 



Applicauon ) lo, 09/934,924 
Attorney Docket No. 0 )5222.Ql0184 



Regarding claim 20, the combination of Daniels and Herz does not even suggeit the 
feature of "dynamically adding a second virtual instructor." (Emphasis added.) The tiffice 
Action admits that (Page 10, first paragr^h.); ! 

Daniels is silent regarding: dynamically adding second virtual instructor. ! 

i 

The Office Action alleges that (Page 10, first paragraph.); 

Herz discloses teacher load balancing system inchiding dynamically ad ling 
second virtual instructor (second teacher) (see col. 94, lines 47-67). 

Herz does disclose (Column 94, lines 47-67): 
4. Virtual Classroom 

In one approach school activities (from either one or a large number of schc ols) 
may be accessible for participation remotely. Classroom lectures, continuing 
education seminars, conferences, tutorials for job training (or on-going job 
training requirements) may apply. The most exemplary application however is the 
virtual classroom. Students may use nearest neighbor indexing to either desc ibe 
or present a particular topic or problems or a query. The system will recomrr end 
the most appropriate on-line lecture either live, if the student wishes to inte -act 
(e.g., recommending the next scheduled time) or the most appropriate ire- 
recorded lecture. For solutions to problems, a virtual tutor involving (either a ive 
or pre-recorded single (closed) session or multi-student session may be presej .ted 
similarly) or the student may receive a recommendation of the name of the u lost 
skilled or experienced faculty or student recommended tutor. In the cliissn om 
application the student may either present questions on-line to the lect irer 
(throughout the lecture or at pre-designated intervals) or the best ones ma} be i 
selected by a moderator. 

The above teaching in Herz merely discloses a system that recommends the most ippropriate 
lecture based on a particular topic, problem, or query. However, the above teaching ir Herz does 

not suggest anything about teacher load balancing or adding a second virtual instnictoi . j 

i 

Claims 29 and 30 include similar features as discussed above. Claim 29 mcli-des "logic 
that dynamically adds a second virtual instructor." Also, claim 30 includes 'code 'that 
dynamically adds a second virtual instructor." Moreover, claims 21-28 ultimately dtpend jfcom 
claim 20 and claims 31-38 ultimately depend from claim 30. Thus, claims 21-28 auc 31-38 are 
patentable for at least the above reasons. The Applicants request reconsideration of da ms 20)-38. 
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Regarding claim 58, the combination of Daniels and Herz does not even suggest the 
features of ' < updating the student profile during a simulation without disrup ion ti the 
simulation." The Office Action alleges that (Page 15, fourth paragnnph): 

As per claims 58, Daniels et al disclose a method for establishing virtual i lass 
room (class room 28), comprising the steps: connecting virtual classroom (fi j. 4, 
element 28) and one or more users (see coL 3, lines 15-40 and col 4, lines 1 >-50 
and col. 6, lines 37-64); selecting a presentation type within the classrooi i to 
interact with one or more users (see fig. 4, and col. 3, lines 15-40 and col. 4, ines 
19-50); coupling the one or more users through the server based on the selected 
destination (see fig. 4, and coL 3, lines 15-40 and col. 4, lines 19-50); and 
establishing interaction parameters (providing support functions) for the on 5 or 
[more] users based on the selected destination (see fig. 4, and col. 3, lin<» 1. ;-40 
and col. 4, lines 19-50). 

The Office Action admits that (Page 16, first paragraph.): 

Daniels does not explicitly disclose selecting based on student profile. 

The Office Action alleges that (Page 16, first paragraph.): 

Herz discloses teacher load balancing system including dynamically adiling 
second virtual instructor (second teacher) (see col. 94, lines 47-67). 

The Office Action fails to establish a case of prima facie obviousness because the Ol fice Aition 

fails to even discuss (and consequently to show any prior art that suggests) the featwe of 

"updating the student profile during a simulation without disruption to the simulation."! As 

discussed above, Herz merely discloses a system that recommends the most appropr ate letture 

based on a particular topic, problem or query. 

i 

Independent claim 67 similarly includes 'logic mat updates the student profi e during a 
simulation without disruption to the simulation." Also, claim 68 includes "a code st gment that 
updates the student profile during a simulation without disruption to the simulation," Moreover, 
claims 59-66 ultimately depend from claim 58 and claims 69-76 ultimately depend rom cllaim 
68. Thus, claims 59-66 and 69-76 are patentable for at least the above reasons. Applicant 
requests reconsideration of claims 58-76. 
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Application 1 fa. 09/9)34,924 
Attorney Docket No. 0 )5222.0|0184 



All objections and rejections have been addressed. Hence, it is respectfully su >mitte4 that 
the present application is in condition for allowance, and a notice to that effect is earn sstly I 
solicited. 

I 

Respectfully submitted, I 



Date; November 10, 2005 




Kenneth F. Smolik 
Registration No. 44,344 
BANNER & WTTCOFF, .TD. 
10 S. Wacker Drive, Suite 3000 
Chicago, IL 60606-7407 
Telephone: 312-463-500) 
Facsimile: 3 1 2-463-500 1 
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